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Abstract

OBJECTIVE—The objective of this study was to assess the usefulness of the Academic
Performance Questionnaire (APQ) to identify low reading and math achievement in children who
are being evaluated for attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD).

METHODS—Charts of 997 patients who were seen in a multidisciplinary ADHD evaluation
program were reviewed. Patients who were in first-through sixth-grade and had complete APQ and
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test Il Basic Reading and Numerical Operations subtests were
enrolled in this study. The 271 eligible patients were randomly assigned to a score-development
group (n = 215) and a validation group (n = 56). By using data from the score-development sample,
APQ questions that predicted low academic achievement were identified and the scores for these
questions were entered into a logistic regression to identify the APQ questions that independently
predicted low achievement.

RESULTS—Only 2 APQ questions, 1 about reading and 1 about math, independently predicted low
achievement. By using these 2 questions, the area under the receiver operating characteristic curve
was 0.834, and the optimal combination of sensitivity and specificity occurred when the total score
for the 2 items was >4. This cutoff had a sensitivity of 0.86 and a specificity of 0.63 in the score-
development group and a sensitivity of 1.0 and a specificity of 0.53 in the validation sample.

CONCLUSIONS—The APQ may be a useful screening tool to identify children being evaluated
for ADHD who need additional testing for learning problems. Although the predictive value of a
negative screen on the APQ is good, the predictive value of a positive test is relatively low.

Keywords
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Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) is a neurobehavioral disorder that appears
early in childhood and is characterized by inattention and hyperactivity-impulsivity, resulting
in functional impairments.! It has an estimated prevalence of 2% to 10% among children and
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adolescents.? Limited access to behavioral health specialists has resulted in increased demands
on primary care physicians (PCPs) to diagnose and manage ADHD.3 When left unrecognized
or untreated, ADHD and its comorbidities have been associated with strained familial and peer
relationships, educational and employment difficulties, substance use, and unintentional
injuries.*

Learning disorders co-occur with ADHD in 20% to 30% of children and are typically identified
by a psychoeducational assessment.#~® PCPs who evaluate children for ADHD often find it
difficult to identify which children they should refer for additional assessment of academic
skills.3:7 Although a number of parent- and teacher-completed questionnaires to assist in
evaluating ADHD symptoms and symptoms of other associated mental health conditions have
been developed, no validated screening tools are available to assist them in identifying children
who have ADHD symptoms and may need additional evaluation for learning problems.® The
ADHD Toolkit includes a teacher rating scale with 3 items that assess academic performance,
but the reliability and the predictive validity of these questions is not known.8

Previous research on the accuracy of teacher rating of students’ academic achievement has
produced conflicting findings. Kenny and Chekaluk® found that teachers could classify
kindergarten through second-grade students into 3 categories—poor-, average-, or advanced-
reader—with excellent concurrent validity to standardized tests that measure phonological,
language, reading, and memory skills. In their 1997 study, Gresham and MacMillan10 found
that teachers’ ratings of second-, third-, and fourth-grade students could differentiate children
who had or were at risk for learning problems from control subjects with 95% accuracy. They
additionally found that teachers’ ratings of students’ performance compared with their peers
was most predictive for children who were classified as having a learning disability1; however,
Glascoe? found that global teacher ratings of students’ academic performance by using a
simple 5-point Likert scale were only moderately sensitive for detecting low achievement on
standardized tests. None of these studies has investigated the value of teacher rating in detecting
poor academic achievement in children who are being evaluated for ADHD.

The Academic Performance Questionnaire (APQ) is a 10-item questionnaire that is completed
by teachers.1! It uses 4- and 5-point ordinal scales to identify the child’s performance in
reading, mathematics, writing, and homework. This measure has been used to obtain
descriptive information about children who are being evaluated in a multidisciplinary ADHD
center that specializes in the assessment and treatment of ADHD and is based in a tertiary care
pediatric hospital in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States. It is unknown whether the
APQ might be a valid and clinically useful screening tool for learning problems that could be
used by physicians. The purposes of this study were to (1) examine the test-retest reliability of
the APQ and (2) evaluate the validity of the APQ with regard to predicting low achievement
in reading and/or math.

METHODS

Patients

The charts of 997 consecutive patients who were evaluated through a multi-disciplinary ADHD
center between May 2001 and March 2005 were reviewed. Figure 1 indicates how potential
participants were included and excluded from the study. Patients were included only when they
were enrolled in grades 1 through 6 (n=558). Children were excluded when they had a history
of receiving special education services at the time of their evaluation (n = 236), because a
screening instrument would not be required to determine the need for a learning evaluation in
these cases. Patients were also excluded when they did not have at least 1 teacher-completed
APQ (n =72) or when they did not have complete Wechsler Individual Achievement Test Il
(WIAT-I1I) Basic Reading and Numerical Operations subtest scores (n=9). The final study
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population consisted of 271 patients. These patients were randomly assigned to an initial
validation sample (n = 215) and a cross-validation sample (n = 56) so that ~4 patients were
assigned to the score-development group for every 1 patient assigned to the validation sample
(see Fig 1). This method was used to ensure that there was sufficient power in the initial
validation sample to conduct the analyses. All patients had consented to use of their assessment
data for research, and institutional review board approval for this study was obtained. Patients
did not receive incentives or compensation for participation in this study.

Data to assess test-retest reliability of the APQ were collected on a convenience sample of first-
through fourth-grade students at a local suburban elementary school. Teachers were asked to
systematically select 4 students from their grade book in the following manner: select the first
boy and the first girl in the grade book who required remedial assistance or academic supports,
and select the second boy and third girl in the grade book who were receiving regular education
services only. This method was used to ensure that roughly an equal number of children with
and without learning problems were included in the sample. APQ data for these students were
collected anonymously, as recommended by the institutional review board, because it was not
feasible to obtain parent consent; therefore, no demographic information about the children in
this sample was available. The school population consists of 33% black, 3% Asian, 13%
Hispanic, and 51% white children. Thirty percent of the school population is eligible for free
or reduced-price lunch.

All charts were reviewed by research team members (Drs Bennett and Eiraldi) and research
assistants. The data extracted for this study included demographic data at the time of initial
evaluation (age in months, gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic class determined by the
Hollingshead Index), history of grade failure, and the use of special education services. Results
of the evaluation were also extracted and included the results of the Diagnostic Interview for
Children and Adolescents—Revised, Parent Version,13 APQ,11 and subtest scores on the WIAT-
11.14 ADHD status was determined by using clinician diagnosis on the basis of results from the
Diagnostic Interview for Children and Adolescents—Revised, Parent Version as well as parent
and teacher rating scales.

For test-retest data collection, the study protocol was presented to teachers during a routine
faculty meeting. Teachers who chose to participate completed APQs on systematically selected
students at baseline and 3 weeks later. A 3-week retest period was estimated to be sufficient
to assess reliability; that is, long enough for teachers not to recall their previous responses and
brief enough not to be affected by the student’s attainment of new skills and resulting in changes
in classroom performance.

Academic Performance Questionnaire

The APQ is a 10-item questionnaire that is completed by teachers (Table 1) and was designed
to assess student progress in the classroom curriculum in relationship to other students.1? It
has been used clinically in the ADHD center since 2001 to obtain descriptive data about
children’s academic performance in the classroom. Teachers respond to each questionnaire on
an ordinal 4- or 5-point scale as describe in Table 1.

Wechsler Individual Achievement Test |l

The WIAT-II basic reading and numerical operations subtests were administered to all patients
to identify children who were underachieving in math and reading. The subtests were selected
on the basis of their excellent psychometric properties. Average stability coefficients for the
word reading and numerical operations subtests have been reported to be 0.98 and 0.92,
respectively. Each subtest has demonstrated very high correlations with respective composite
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scores for all age groups (0.91-0.95 for total reading and 0.86-0.93 for total mathematics).14
Furthermore, standard score differences between individuals with learning disabilities and
matched control subjects were significantly large for both subtests (P < .01).14 Low
achievement was defined as a standard score of <85 on either basic reading or numerical
operations subtests. This cut point has been suggested as a useful indicator of low achievement
by experts in psychology and education.®

Statistical Analysis

RESULTS

All statistical analyses were performed by using SPSS 16.0 (SPSS, Inc, Chicago, IL).
Demographic characteristics of the initial validation sample and the cross-validation sample
were compared by using the Mann-Whitney Wilcoxon Test.

Univariate logistic regression was then computed to determine which items on the APQ
predicted low achievement in reading and/or math. Items that were determined to be significant
predictors of low achievement were entered into a multivariate logistic regression model to
assess their unique predictive ability. Items that were determined to be uniquely predictive
were combined and used to plot a receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve to determine
scoring cutoff points that provide greatest sensitivity and specificity for the outcome of low
achievement. Test-retest reliability of teachers’ categorization of students’ academic skills
using the APQ scoring algorithm was assessed using the  statistic. The sensitivity and the
specificity of the identified APQ cut score for low academic achievement were then assessed
in the validation sample.

There were no significant demographic differences between the initial validation sample and
the cross-validation sample (Table 2). The majority of patients were male; a high percentage
were white; and socioeconomic status of ~70% was in the upper 2 of 5 categories on the
Hollingshead (1975) scale. There was no difference in the frequency of ADHD diagnosis in
the 2 groups (Table 2), and ADHD subtypes did not vary significantly between groups: ADHD,
combined type (39% vs 41%); ADHD, predominantly inattentive type (22% vs 27%); ADHD,
predominantly hyperactive-impulsive type (3% vs 4%); and ADHD, not otherwise specified
(9% vs 11%).

Approximately 17% of the sample were determined to be low achievers in reading and/or
mathematics: math only, 9.5%; reading only, 3.7%; and both reading and math, 3.3%. Logistic
regression conducted with each item separately revealed that 7 items were significantly
associated with low achievement (see Table 1). Two questions remained uniquely predictive
of low achievement when the 7 items were entered simultaneously in the multiple regression
model (Table 3). Combining these 2 items, total scores ranging from 2 to 8 we repossible, with
higher scores indicating lower academic achievement. Area under the ROC curve was optimal
(0.834) when the cut point was set at a total raw score of 4 (Fig 2). Using a summed score of
>4 yielded a sensitivity of 0.86, a specificity of 0.63, a positive predictive value (PPV) of 0.32,
and a negative predictive value (NPV) of 0.96 in the score-development sample (Table 4).
Inclusion of additional APQ questions that showed a trend toward being predictive of low
achievement in the regression model did not improve the area under the curve or psychometric
properties. Analysis of validation sample using this scoring cut point revealed similar values:
sensitivity of 1.0, specificity of 0.53, PPV of 0.29, and NPV of 1.0.

For assessment of test-retest reliability, teachers completed APQs on 24 students at the initial
time point, and an APQ was collected 3 weeks later for 100% of these students. x for the scoring
algorithm was acceptable at 0.743. Responses that were based on categorization by using the
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scoring algorithm on the APQ were the same at baseline and the 3-week retest for 88% of the
students.

DISCUSSION

This study assessed the ability of a brief teacher-completed questionnaire to detect academic
under-achievement in children who are being evaluated for ADHD. There are no validated
academic rating scales to assist physicians in identifying children who have symptoms of
ADHD and may have learning problems. Results of this study demonstrate that using only 2
questions from the APQ, 1 about math and 1 about reading, as a screen produces a test with
acceptable test-retest reliability and sensitivity. The sensitivity of this measure in our
population is particularly impressive in that we excluded the children whom teachers would
most easily detect (those already receiving assistance for learning problems in special
education).

The results of our study are consistent with previous research that has suggested that teachers
can accurately rate students” academic performance®10 but differ somewhat from Glascoe’s
study, which found that teacher ratings on a 5-point Likert scale had a sensitivity of 0.49 to
0.61 and a specificity of 0.84 to 0.85 for detecting low math and reading achievement; however,
Glascoe’s study evaluated the use of teacher ratings in detecting low academic achievement
for all students, whereas we evaluated the ratings in the context of evaluating children with
concerns about ADHD. The higher sensitivity found in our study may be partly attributable to
teachers’ being more sensitive to academic difficulties in a population already identified as
having problematic classroom behaviors. The lower specificity may relate to the difficulty of
distinguishing between academic skills deficits and problems with attention and impulsivity
as a cause for poor classroom performance. Another reason for the discrepant findings may be
the difference in response options between the 2 rating scales. Glascoe’s measure used a 5-
point Likert scale (far above average to far below average) to rate students’ academic
performance, whereas the APQ used a 4-point scale for the 2 items included in the predictive
model.

This study documents the importance of physicians’ screening for low academic achievement
in the evaluation of children for ADHD. In this sample, 17% of the children who were not
receiving special education assistance in school were performing poorly in reading and/or
math. It is interesting that our population had significantly more children with low achievement
in math (13%) as compared with reading (7%). Because the frequency of reading and math
learning problems generally is similar in children with ADHD,1® the higher prevalence of math
problems in this sample, which excluded students who previously were identified by their
school districts for special education services, may suggest that schools detect or intervene
more quickly for children with reading problems than for children with math problems.

Clinicians who use the APQ as part of the evaluation of children for ADHD must carefully
consider the implications of its good sensitivity but only moderate specificity. In its current
form, a cut point of >4 on the APQ would be expected to have a good NPV (few false-negative
results) but a low PPV (many false-positive results). Thus, many of the children who are
referred for additional evaluation would not be found to have low academic achievement. The
APQ may function well as an initial screener; for children who screen positive, it may be
sensible to administer an additional screener before a complete psychoeducational assessment
is performed. This additional assessment could be completed by a school-based prereferral (for
special education) intervention team, 6 or, in the context of developmental-behavioral pediatric
practice, may include administration of brief office-based academic testing.
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The results of this study should be considered in the context of the following limitations. First,
the children in this study did not have a full psychoeducational assessment. For clinical
efficiency, only the 2 subtests of the WIAT-I11 that best correlate with overall reading and math
scores were selected. A more complete academic assessment may have changed the
classification of some children who scored near the cutoff. In addition, we did not assess other
important skills, such as writing, spelling, and phonics. Thus, the ability of the APQ questions
to detect children with low achievement in these areas could not be assessed.

Second, this study reports use of the APQ in a specialized clinic setting. Before the APQ can
be recommended for incorporation into primary care practice, its psychometric properties in
these settings should be evaluated. Furthermore, study children were generally of white
background and from families of moderate to high socioeconomic status. Additional
assessment of the APQ in more diverse settings is needed.

Finally, we assessed the ability of the APQ to detect low academic achievement and did not
assess its ability to detect learning disabilities by using an 1Q achievement discrepancy model.
Whereas previous definitions of learning disabilities required a discrepancy between results of
IQ and academic achievement testing, reauthorization of the Individuals With Disabilities
Education Act in 2004 called for replacement of the traditional intellectual and achievement
discrepancy model with use of a process that is based on a child’s response to evidence-based
intervention.®17 Furthermore, the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act of 2004
identifies regular classroom teachers as key members of the group to determine eligibility for
a learning disability classification, and achievement below expected age or grade level is an
acceptable initial criterion for implementation of early interventions.1’ Nevertheless, we
recognize that a questionnaire that rates a child’s relative academic performance would not
accurately identify children with high 1Qs and discrepant achievement.

Despite these limitations, we believe the APQ represents a significant step forward in
identifying methods to assist physicians in screening for learning problems in children who
are being assessed for ADHD. Although the ADHD Toolkit® includes a teacher-report measure
with 3 items for assessing academic skills, the reliability and predictive validity of these items
has not been established. This study supports the use of the APQ as a teacher-report screening
tool for assessing learning problems among children who present with problems related to
ADHD.

CONCLUSIONS

The APQ may be a useful initial screening tool for assessing learning problems among children
who present with symptoms of ADHD or other school problems. Before the APQ can be
implemented as a primary care screening tool, additional research is needed to confirm its
predictive validity in a primary care setting assessing children with a diverse range of
demographic characteristics.

WHAT’S KNOWN ON THIS SUBJECT

ADHD is increasingly managed by PCPs and has many comorbidities, including learning
disorders. Parent- and teacher-completed rating scales are recommended for diagnosing
ADHD, but many PCPs have difficulty screening for learning problems in children with
ADHD symptoms.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS

We assessed the sensitivity, specificity, and predictive value of a scoring algorithm and
assessed the test-retest reliability and validity of that algorithm for a brief teacher-completed
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screening questionnaire that may improve screening for learning problems in pediatric
practice.

Acknowledgments

This research project was supported by projects 33463 and T77 MC 00012 from the Maternal Child Health Bureau
(Title V, Social Security Act), Health Resources and Services Administration, Department of Health and Human
Services.

We thank Abbas Jawad, PhD, for suggestions regarding statistical analysis for this study. We also thank the faculty
of the University of Pennsylvania Public Health program for feedback. Finally, we thank the teachers and
administrators of the Edgewater Park School District for participation in this study.

ABBREVIATIONS
ADHD attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder
PCP primary care provider
APQ Academic Performance Questionnaire
WIAT-II Wechsler Individual Achievement Test 11
ROC receiver operating characteristic
PPV positive predictive value
NPV negative predictive value
References

1. American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders. 4.
Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association; 1994.

2. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Mental health in the United States: prevalence of diagnosis
and treatment of attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder—United States 2003; MMWR Morb Mortal
WKkly Rep. 2005. p. 842-847.Available at:
www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/mm5434a2.htm

3. Leslie LK, Weckerly J, Plemmons D, Landsverk J, Eastman S. Implementing the American Academy
of Pediatrics attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder diagnostic guidelines in primary care settings.
Pediatrics 2004;114(1):129-140. [PubMed: 15231919]

4. Spencer TJ, Biederman J, Mick E. Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder: diagnosis, lifespan,
comorbidities, and neurobiology. J Pediatr Psychol 2007;32(6):631-642. [PubMed: 17556405]

5. National Institute of Mental Health. Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder. Bethesda, MD: National
Institute of Mental Health, National Institutes of Health, US Department of Health and Human
Services; 1994 [Accessed December 22, 2006]. Available at:
www.nimh.nih.gov/health/publications/attention-deficit-hyperactivity-disorder/adhd_booklet.pdf

6. Dombrowski SC, Kamphaus RW, Reynolds CR. After the demise of the discrepancy: proposed learning
disabilities diagnostic criteria. Prof Psychol Res Pr 2004;35(4):364-372.

7. Polaha, J.; Cooper, S.; Meadows, T.; Kratochvil, CJ. The assessment of attention-deficit/hyperactivity
disorder in rural primary care: the portability of the American Academy of Pediatrics guidelines to the
“real world”. Pediatrics. 2005. Available at: www.pediatrics.org/cgi/content/full/115/2/e120

8. American Academy of Pediatrics; National Initiative for Children’s Healthcare Quality. Caring for
Children With ADHD: A Resource Toolkit for Clinicians. Chicago, IL: American Academy of
Pediatrics and National Initiative for Children’s Healthcare Quality; 2002.

9. Kenny DT, Chekaluk E. Early reading performance: a comparison of teacher-based and test-based
assessments. J Learn Disabil 1993;26(4):227-236. [PubMed: 8515187]

10. Gresham FM, MacMillan DL. Teachers as “tests”: differential validity of teacher judgments in

identifying students at-risk for learning difficulties. School Psych Rev 1997;26(1):47-60.

Pediatrics. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 May 5.



1duasnuey Joyiny vVd-HIN 1duasnue Joyiny vd-HIN

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

Bennett et al.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Page 8

Mercugliano, M.; Power, TJ.; Blum, NJ. The Clinician’s Practical Guide to Attention-Deficit/
Hyperactivity Disorder. Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brooks Publishing Co; 1999.

Glascoe FP. Can teachers’ global ratings identify children with academic problems? J Dev Behav
Pediatr 2001;22(3):163-168. [PubMed: 11437191]

Reich, W.; Leacock, N.; Shanfeld, K. Diagnostic Interview for Children and Adolescents—Parent
Version. St Louis, MO: Washington University; 1995.

Psychological Corporation. Wechsler Individual Achievement Test Manual. San Antonio, TX:
Psychological Corporation; 1992.

Mayes SD, Calhoun SL, Crowell EW. Learning disabilities and ADHD: overlapping spectrum
disorders. J Learn Disabil 2000;33(5):417-424. [PubMed: 15495544]

Bloom, JS.; Miller, CJ.; Garcia, MA.; Hynd, GW. Reading disabilities in children with attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder. In: Gozal, D.; Molfese, DL., editors. Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder: From Genes to Patients. Totowa, NJ: Humana Press; 2005. p. 337-358.

US Department of Education. Identification of Specific Learning Disabilities: Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Washington, DC: Office of Special Education Programs, US
Department of Education; 2004.

Pediatrics. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 May 5.



1duasnue Joyiny vd-HIN 1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

1duosnuely Joyiny vd-HIN

Bennett et al.

Charts reviewed
N =997

]

Page 9

( 409 excluded for grade )

lst-6th grade
n=>588

|

L below 1st or above 6th

4

s ™
236 excluded for history
of

1
Regular education
n=352

special education
h ~

[ 72 excluded for missing

1
[ Coraplete APC)

n=280

LPQ data

\. 4

( 9 excluded for raissing A

1
Coraplete WIAT reading and ranath A
subscale scores
n=271
v
1 1
Score-developraent Validation saraple
saraple n=>56
FIGURE 1.

Participant selection and exclusion for data analysis.

Pediatrics. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 May 5.

L WIAT-II data




1duosnuey JoyIny vd-HIN 1duosnuey JoyIny vd-HIN

1duosnue\ Joyiny Vd-HIN

Bennett et al.

-

ivi

Sens

Page 10

1.0 7

08

o
@
]

0.4

Ve "

0.0 -

T T T T
00 02 04 06 08

1-specificity

FIGURE 2.
ROC for summed predictive APQ items.

Pediatrics. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 May 5.

1.0



1duasnue Joyiny vd-HIN 1duasnue Joyiny vd-HIN

1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN

Bennett et al.

TABLE 1
APQ Items With Individual ORs and Cls

Page 11

APQ Questions OR 95% ClI
1. Compared with the average students in your class, how well is this child able to read orally?a'b 3.96 2.40-6.53
2. Compared with the average students in your class, how well is this child able to comprehend what he or she reads?a.b 4.24  2.55-7.06
3. Compared with the average students in your class, how well is this student able to perform math calculations?2:P 481 2.76-841
4. Compared with average students in your class, how well is this student able to perform math word problems’?avb 4.35 253-7.46
5. Please estimate the percentage of written math work completed (regardless of accuracy) relative to classmates. 127 0.96-1.67
6. Please estimate the accuracy of completed written math work &€ 184 132-2.58
7. Compared with the average students in your class, how well is the child able to write short stories or essays?""vb 3.76  2.10-6.72
8. Please estimate the percentage of written language arts work completed (regardless of accuracy) relative to classmates.® 110 0.86-1.52
9. Please estimate the accuracy of completed written language arts work.&:¢ 163 115231
112 0.78-1.60

10. Please estimate the percentage of homework completed.©

OR indicates odds ratio; Cl, confidence interval.

aSignificant item.

b . L
Response options: 1 indicates well above average; 2, at or somewhat above average; 3, somewhat below average; 4, well below average.

CResponse options: 1 indicates 90% to 100%; 2, 80% to 89%; 3, 70% to 79%; 4, 60% to 69%; 5, 0% to 59%.
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TABLE 2

Demographic Characteristics for Score-Development and Validation Samples

Demographic Variables Score Development Sample  Validation Sample P

Male gender, % 65.0 71.4 513
Age, mean (SD), mo 107.6 (18.9) 104.9 (18.0) 415
White ethnicity, % 82.3 85.7 567
Socioeconomic status (Hollingshead > V), % 69.8 71.4 757
ADHD diagnosis, % 80.7 78.8 374

There were no significant differences.
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TABLE 3
Independently Predictive APQ Items

Predictive Questions on APQ by Multiple Logistic Regression OR 95% ClI
Compared with the average students in your class, how well is this child able to read orally? 290 1.52-5.53
Compared with the average students in your class, how well is this student able to perform math calculations? 3.45 1.74-6.85

OR indicates odds ratio; Cl, confidence interval.
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Sensitivity, Specificity, PPV, and NPV for Cut Points of Summed Predictive Items

TABLE 4

Cut Score Greater Than  Sensitivity ~ Specificity PPV NPV
35 1.00 0.16 0.19 1.00
452 0.86 0.63 032 096
55 0.72 0.84 047 094
6.5 0.31 0.96 061 0.87
7.5 0.19 1.00 1.00 0.86

a. . .
Optimal cut point.
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